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1995-1998



JAMES A. MUSICK FACILITY

PARAMEDIC RESPONSES
1995 THRU 1998

STATISTICAL SUMMARY



. SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT, ORANGE COUNTY
Santa Ana, California

August 17, 1998
TO: Assistant:Sheriff J. Krans
FROM: Lt. Dan Hake <) /
RE: .Paramedifc Responses

Pursuant to yo;ur request, here are the number of paramedic responses for the cities of
Lake Forest and Irvine during 1997 and 1998 to date.

Lake Forest Irvine
1997: 1,623 - 3,536
1998: 1,091 2,243
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.CONTUSION

CALLS BY SHIFT

SHIFTI 2230-0630 = 29
SHIFT II  0630-1430 = 12
SHIFT III 1430-2230 = 13
TOTAL = 54

CALLS BY COMPLAINT

ABDOMINAL PAIN
ANXIETY

BACK PAIN
BURNS

CHEST PAIN

st

HNH\I)—!U—INNHHHNAH)—HHHOHMD—AO\

CONVULSIONS
DIFFICULT BREATHING
DRUG WITHDRAWAL
DYPNEA
FLU/DEHYDRATION
FRACTURED LEG/ANKLE
HEAD INJURY

HEAD PAIN

HEMATOMA

HIGH BLOOD PRESSURE
HYPERVENTALATION
PAIN UPPER TORSO
POSSIBLE HEART ATTACK
SEIZURE

STOMACH PAIN
SYNCOPAL EPISODE
WEAKNESS

U
&

TOTAL

TRANSPORTED TO HOSPITAL =49
NON-TRANSPORT =5

TOTAL 54



JAMES A. MUSICK FACILITY

PARAMEDIC RESPONSES

DATE/TIME CAUSE FOR WAS NAME OF DIS-
OF INCIDENT | CALL INMATE HOSPITAL | POSITION
: TAREN TO WITH
HOSPITAL HOSPITAL
= % P ————
02-06-95 CHEST PAIN | 08:08 08:12 YES SADDLE- __—_-*_____1
BACK
04-14-95 DYPNEA 04:18 04:20 YES SADDLE -
BACK
04-29-95 ABDOMINAL 15:31 15:35 YES SADDLE -
PAIN BACK
09-03-95 SEIZURE 20:47 20:51 VES SADDLE-
" BACK
09-04-85 SEIZURE 00:46 00:51 YES SADDLE -
: BACK
09-10-95 CHEST PAIN | 09:13 09:28 YES IRVINE
MEDZICAL
CENTER
12-11-95 CHEST PAIN | 00:33 00:37 YES IRVINE
MEDICAL
CENTER
12-13-95 FLU/ 03:26 03:32 YES SADDLE-
DEHYDRA- BACK
TION :
e e ]

TOTAL CALLS FOR

1995

-3 3 3 _3 __3
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05-31-96 CHEST PAIN | 13:43 13:47 YES MISSION | (STAFF) j
HOSP,
08-03-96 CHEST PAIN | 17:25 17:29 YES SADDLE- | (VISITOR)
: BACK
08-30-96 CHEST PAIN | 19:50 19:56 YES WESTERN
MEDICAL j
10-29-96 HEAD PAIN | 0s:14 05:19 NO N/A TREATEZD
AT
FACILITY || j

TOTAL CALLS FOR 1996: 13 '



JAMES A. MUSICK FACILITY
PARAMEDIC RESPONSES

1997

|

CAUSE FOR

DATR/TIME WAS NAME OF | DIs-
OF INCIDENT | CALL INMATE HOSPITAL | POSITION
. TAKEN TO WITH
HOSPITAL HOSPITAL
CONVUL-" YES SADDLE-
SIONS BACK
01-15-97 SYNCOPAL 07:26 07:33 YES IRVINE
EPISODE MEDICAL
CENTER
01-19-97 SYNCOPAL 05:14 05:20 YES SADDLE-
EPISODE BACK
01-26-97 HEMATOMA 11:05 11:10 YES IRVINE
MEDICAL
f CENTER
02-02-97 SYNOCOPAL | 05:18 05:23 YES SADDLE-
BACK
02-02-97 FLU 05:27 05:23 NO N/A EVALUATED
SYMPTOMS AT MUSICK
: FACILITY
02-23-97 CONTUSION | :4:37 1440 NO N/A (VISITOR)
03-13-97 LOWER BACK | 23:50 23:56 YES SADDLE- | (STAFF)
PAIN/ BACK .
ANXIETY
03-21-97 HYPERVEN- | 01:40 0146 NO N/A (VISITOR)
TALATION




04-01-97 FRACTURED 09:11 09:17 YES IRVINE
LEFT LEG MEDICAL
' CENTER
104.03.97 DRUG WITH- | 23:3% 2344 YES SADDLE- | I/M
DRAWAL BACK TRANS- H
PORTED TO
IRC
TRIAGE
FOR RE-
HOUSING
04-07-97 poss. 16:35 1640 YES WESTERN | SURGERY
FRACTURE MEDICAL | SCHEDULED
RT. ANKLE CENTER FOR
04-08-97
TRIPLE
FRACTURE
04-16-97 ABDOMEN 04:00 0417 YES SADDLE- | ANXIETY
: AND BACK BACK AND
: PAIN - KYPERVENT
ALATION I
RETURN TO
FACILITY
AND RE-
EXAMINED
04-19-97 PAIN IN N/A N/A YES SADDLE- | ADMITTED
UPPER . BACK FOR
TORSO OBSERVA-
TION
UNTIL
04-20-57
04-21-97 LOWER BACK | 09:20 0925 YES SADDLE-
AND NECK BACK
PAIN
04-29-97 BACK PAIN | 23:20 2325 YES SEDDLE- | ACUTE RT.
WITH BACK CHEST
DIFFICULT WALL
BREATHING CONTUSION
‘ I/M
TRANSPORT
ED TO IRC
TRAIGE
06-19-97 DEHYDRA- 06:08 0625 YES SADDLE—
TION WITH BACK .
COMPLAINT
OF EEAD
PAIN
“06-28-97 ABDOMINAL 22:43 22:47 YES SADDLE-
PAIN BACK
”07-05-97 sToMACH 22:58 23:02 YES SADDLE- | I/M
PAIN BACK TRASPORT-
. ED TO IRC

3 3.3 _3 __3 _13

3 __1

3 _13



12-23-97 ABDOMINAL | c6:04
. PAIN -

i
——

TOTAL CALLS FOR 19397: 25

09-12-97 CHEST PAIN | 19:14 19:18 YES SADDLE~
BACK
10-06-57 CHEST PAIN | 19:26 20:21 YES SADDLE-
: BACK
10-12-87 FLU 05:23 05:29 YES SADDLE- | I/M
SYMPTOMS BACK RETURNED
TO MUSICK
AND WAS
SEEN BY
MEDICAL
STAFF
10-22-57 GENERAL G5:16 05:22 YES SADDLE- | I/M
WEAKNESS/ BACK TRANSPORT
I POSS. KIGH ED BACK
BLOOD TO MUS:IC
PRESSURE
11-02-97 ANXIETY 02:52 02:57 YES SADDLE-
ATTACK BACK
06:09 YES SADDLE -
BACK




JAMES A, MUSICK FACILITY

PARAMEDIC RESPONSES

1998

WAS
INMATE
TAXKEN TO
HOSPITAL

NAME OF
HOSPITAL

S—

DIS-
POSITION
WITH
HOSPITAY

e
BAD BACK | 09:00 09:13 YES MISSION | (VISITOR)
AND HEART HOSP.
W/ SHARP
PAINS IN
BACK OF
BOTH LEGS
03-30-98 RBDOMINAL | 00:26 00:33 YES WESTERN
PAIN MEDICAL
CENTER
05-02-98 SEVERE 00:38 00:43 YES SADDLE-
ABDOMINAL BACK
PAIN
05-05-98 STRUCK BY | 18:29 18:33 YES SADDLE-
POOL BALL BACK
BACK OF
HEAD
05-03-98 TONIC/ 03:27 03:32 YES SADDLE- | I/M
CLONIC BACK TRANSPORT
TYPE EC TO
SEIZURE MUSICK
FACILITY
FOR
FURTEER
OBSERVA-
“| TION
05-10-98 CHEST PAIN | 12:49 12:57 YES WESTERN
WITH HIGH MEDICAL
BLOOD
PRESSURE
05-25-98 WEAKNESS 11:49 11:53 YES SADDLE-
ON LEFT BACK
SIDE

k|

2

3 _ 3 _3
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”os-os-ga

FIRST
DEGREE
BURNS TO
INNER
THIGHS

05:38

05:44

TOTAL CALLS FOR 1998:

8

YES

SADDLE~
BACK

I/M GIVEN |

VICODIN &
THER-
MAZENE
CREAM AND
RETURNED
TO MUSICX
AND WAS
SEEN BY
MEDICAL
STAFF




v

APPENDIX I

LETTER DATED AUGUST 14, 1998 FROM THE ORANGE COUNTY
FIRE AUTHORITY AND FROM HEALTH CARE AGENCY, DATED
AUGUST 13, 1998, CONCERNING ABILITY TO SERVE PROJECT
CONCERNING ABILITY TO SERVE PROJECT



Orange County Fire Authority

PO Box 86, Ovange, CA 92856-9086 - 180 S. Water St Orange, CA 92866-2123
Chip Prather, Fire Chief (714) 744-0400

August 14, 1998

Jerry R. Krans, Assistant Sheriff
Sheriff-Coroner Department/Corrections
550 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, California 92702449

Subject: James A. Musick Facility

This cdniwpondenqe is in response to our recent telephone conversations and a lenter received
from youidated August 13, 1998 regarding the James A Musick Jail facility.

As you expressed in your letter, the Sheriff-Coroner Department’s primary concern is the safety
and protéction of the public, staff and irmates. As the jurisdiction having responsibility for the
fire and life safety protection of the current and recoxumended expansion of the James A. Musick
Jail facilities, it is also our responsibility and primary concem for the protection of life and
property Joss, and as partners in this process, we have mutual motivations.

1 am pleased to see that you are committed to working With the Orange County Fire Authority
during all phases of project approvals, design and construction to cnsure that all fire and kife
safety codes are thoroughly addressed in future expansions.

1 also was encouraged to see that the County of Orange Health Care Agency, Correctional
Medical Services has agreed to reinstate nursing coverage for the 2300 to 0700 hour shift at the
James A. Musick Tail facility. This should assist in providing 24-hour basic emergency triage
and care to inmates, as well as, the provision of 24-hours medical services. It is our

understanding that paramedic services would still be required for emergency response.

As | expressed to you during our conversation, the Orange County Fire Authority's two main
concerns for the proposed Musick Jail expansion are fire and life safety and emergency medical
services, ] am convinced that with adequate built-in fire protection, which includes fully fixe
sprinkleved occupancies and a fully staffed 480-bed medical unit, which would include nurse and
doctor staff trained and capable of providing emergency medical treatment 24 hours a day, seven
days a week, the impacts to the Orange Couaty Fire Authority would be significantly reduced.

Savmgnnaw;:ﬁsummk-cms-mrom-m-l.a,smnms-uguuaNigml-lakefm~uwm-LvsAlaaim-Mwwejv
Phcenns - Saaamt: - San Juzn Caplsrano -SealBachosunwo-run’n-Vithak-Wcsm-Ymma « Unincorporatcd Orange County

. RESIDENTIAL SPRINELERS AND SMOEE DETECTORS SAVE LIVES
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Jerry Krans, Assistant Sheriff
August 14, 1998 .
Page 2

If you v}ould like to discuss these issues further, please feel free to contact me at (714) 289-7410.
Sincerely,
el i

Patrick L Walker:
Asgistant Chief/Fire Marshal

. 3 31 _N

PLW:h -

pe: Ken MacLeod, Depurty Fire Chief \‘\
Nancy Foremmn, Advence Plamming '
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COUNTY OF ORANGE
HEALTH CARE AGENCY

CORRECTIONAL MEDICAL SERVICES

August 13, 1998

Assistant Sheriff Jerry Krans

Orange County Sheriff’s Department
550 N. Flower St. : :

Santa Ana, Ca 92702

Dear Assistant Sheriff Krans;

RONALD R. DILUIG!
INTERIM DIRECTOR

HERBERT ROSENZWEIG
DIRECTOR OF MEDICAL SERVICES

ANN sOUSA
Program Manager

ERNEST R. WILLIAMS, M.D.
Medical Director

MAILING ADDRESS
PO Box 449
Santa Ana. Ca 92702

TELEPHONE: (714) 6474170
FAX: (714) 68474568

This is to inform you that the Health Care Agency/Correctional Medical Services intends to
reinstate riursing coverage for the 2300 to 0700 hours at the James A. Musick facility, scheduled for
implementation September 15, 1998. The addition of a nurse for these night hours will provide 24
hour basic emergency triage and care to inmates as well as the provision of 24 hour medical

services at the Musi@:k facility.

Also, for your Mfo@aﬁom the proposed plan for expansion of the James A. Musick facility calls
for a 480 bed medical unit which will be staffed to provide 24 hours nursing coverage as well as

triage and basic emergency care.

Sincerely,

- /]
Amn G. Sousa, M.P.A.
Program Manager

cc: Herb Rosenzweig
Ernest R. Williams, M.D., M.P.H.
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Introduction

Presented in this section are 28 alternatives to the proposed project, in addition to the 46
sites examined in the Long-Term Jail Study. Each of these alternatives is designed to
allcviate any environmental impacts identified in the EIR, cven if those impacts have been
reduced to a level of insignificance through mitigation. In addition, alternatives specifically
requested for consideration during the scoping or Notice of Preparation phases of the EIR
have also been included. Although the County of Orange is permitted to reject alternatives
proposed during the scoping process which are infeasible without further discussion in the
EIR, the County has chosen nonetheless to discuss most alternatives considered herein to
increase the public’s awareness of the rationale for finding them infeasible. Each of the
alternatives has been measured against the Project Goals and Objectives as stated in the
Project Description of the EIR, and a statement as to whether or not those objectives can
be met under these alternatives is included. Although CEQA calls for the evaluation of
alternatives which could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the project, the
controlling goal of an EIR’s alternatives analysis is to reduce or eliminate environmental
effects which have been identified in the analytical portions of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines
§15126(d)(1)).

The magnitude of the controversy which is normally associated with the siting or expansion
of a jail is not generally positively associated with the magnitude of physical environmental
effects. As a result, the principal alternative generally promoted in these types of
controversies — an alternative site distant from that proposed — is not normally
accompanied by a reduction in physical environmental effects. If there is a perception that
there are significant adverse effects to community social aspects as a result of the siting
and/or expansion of a jail, it is likely that these perceptions would occur at any
socioeconomic or cultural level in any location. This EIR concludes that no such
socioeconomic effects within the meaning of CEQA are anticipated as a result of this
project.

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Orange has not rejected any of these
alternatives at the present time, although many of the alternatives have been rejected in
prior CEQA analyses. The Board will weigh all of the information received during the
public review process and render a final decision during the hearing and findings process.
However, to comply with the letter requirement of the CEQA Guidelines that the EIR
state why an alternative is being rejected, a preliminary rationale for rejecting the
alternative is presented. The County Board of Supervisors’ rationale for rejection, if such
an event occurs, will be presented in the findings.

191
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Delhi Flood Control Area Site
Huntington Beach Transfer Site
Westminster Court Complex Site
Grand/McFadden Complex Site
Chestnut Street Complex Site
Santa Ana Civic Center Site
Fruit Street Complex

Youth Guidance Center Site
Katella/Douglass Site
Harbor/Ball Complex

North County Court Site
Brea/Olinda Waste Disposal Site
Refuse Disposa! Site

Coal Canyon

Gypsum Canyon Long-Term Jail Site
Lower Gypsum Canyon

Upper Gypsum Canyon

Black Star Canyon

West Fremont Canyon

Upper Fremont Canyon
Upper Blind Canyon

Upper Weir Canyon

Lower Welr Canyon

Middle Fremont Canyon
Lower Fremont Canyon

Irvine Lake

Limestone Creek

West Loma Ridge

Rattlesnake Canyon

East Loma Ridge

Round Canyon

Upper Limestone Canyon
Upper Aqua Chinon Wash
James A. Musick Fadility Site
South County Animal Shelter Site
South County Complex Site
Chiquita Canyon

la Paz

Canada Gobemadora

San juan Creek

Caspers Park

Caspers Park East

Ford Aerospace

Cristianitos

Capistrano

Prima Deschecha
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It is the intent of this chapter to describe, or to reference the description of, all reasonable
alternatives to the project which could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives
and avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project, and why they were
preliminarily rejected by the County of Orange in favor of the proposed project.
Alternatives which do not attain most of the project objectives are also described. The
alternatives herein focus on approaches capable of eliminating identified significant
environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if these
alternatives will not attain the basic project objectives or are more costly. Even where no
significant environmental effects have been identified, because of public controversy
surrounding this project, and in view of expressed fears concerning the jail expansion,
alternatives have been presented in excess of that required by the CEQA Guidelines to
increase public awareness and promote dialogue. These alternatives appeal to a wide range
of mitigation and palliative effects, and provide a strong foundation for public discussion.

While an array of alternatives has been presented herein, the EIR itself, as well as the
"Project Alternatives" section, provides sufficient documentary material from which to
construct any permutation of alternatives on the project insofar as environmental impacts
are concerned. Therefore, this Project Alternatives section is intended to present a
reasonable palette of alternatives for discussion and evaluation.

It must be conceded that, although Orange County residents demand stronger law
enforcement activity and stricter sentencing, any jail facility is certain to meet with
oppcsition. The usual form of opposition is a challenge on environmental grounds.
Therefore, the extent to which an agency originally selects a site which poses few or no
physical environmental issues and/or is already an incarceration facility can make more
attainable the actual objective — an increase in jail beds.

Brief Background on the Search for Jail Sites

The Board of Supervisors has endeavored for sometime to find a long-term, permanent
jail site. This was, in fact, an undertaking well underway since the early 1980s. After an
exhaustive search of over 40 sites (Exhibit 36) over a period of six years, the Board of
Supervisors focused on three principal goals:

1. A near-term jail at the Katella-Douglass site in Anaheim (then owned by the
County)

2. A relatively limited expansion of Theo Lacy Branch Jail in Orange

3 A long-term jail serving ultimate needs at Gypsum Canyon

A brief background of these longer term alternatives is presented herein. Taken in order,
the EIR for the near-term jail at Katella-Douglass was overturned in Orange County
Superior Court. Although the EIR could have been revised and recirculated, almost
immediately after the Superior Court decision the California legislature passed a law
stating that no state funds could be used for a jail within a certain distance of recreation
and entertainment facilities within a charter city. Since the Katella-Douglass jail was to be
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allowed facilities to be brought on-line much more quickly than they would have been
without the lengthy compliance with the CEQA process and inevitable litigation. This
process could be pursued again. It is unknown at this time what the prospects for success
in the legislature of such a proposal might be. Recent amendments to CEQA which are
perceived as tending to eliminate or greatly lessen CEQA have met with staunch
opposition. Nonetheless, such statutory opportunities would greatly enhance the ability to
bring jails on-line in Orange County, provided funds could be found. Even in an
atmosphere of limited funding, savings of a substantial amount could be made by
eliminating the CEQA process from the jail and applying those funds to the actual jail
construction or operation.

7.3 Management Systems Approach to Relieving Jail Overcrowding

The 1992 Short-Term Jail Solutions Report provided several options for maximizing the
utilization of jail beds in the Orange County jail system. These included home
confincments, video arraignments and similar fcaturcs that would not rcquirc that the
inmate be kept in the jail system for a lengthy period of time. Federal court order (Stewart
v. Gates) requires that an inmate be provided a bed within 24 hours of booking. If the
inmate can be assigned to an appropriate non-jail solution during that period of time, the
demand for that bed will not be present.

The management solutions identified as alternatives to incarceration in the January 1992
Short-Term Jail Solutions Report were underway shortly after the adoption of the report,
in spite of difficulty in locating work furlough facilities due to community objections. Until
the County bankruptcy in December, 1994, the County had the following non-incarceration
programs:

. Community Work Program - A program administered by the Orange County
Sheriff’s Department for persons with good behavior records and less than 45 days
left on their sentences. The program currently averages between 300 to 400 persons
and must be non-violent misdemeanants only. This program is still in effect.

. Community Work Furlough Program - A program formerly administered by the
Probation Department and located in two apartment complexes totalling 110 units

in Anaheim and Buena Park. It involved non-violent misdemeanants only.
Participants were accepted directly into this program by the court, so there was no
actual relief to the demand for jail beds. The program was discontinued after the
bankruptcy for financial reasons.

. Electronic Confinement - A program which would be administered by the Probation
Department for non-violent misdemeanants, but has never been completely funded.
To the extent it was funded, it was discontinued after the bankruptcy. This program
has been re-established using private contractors.
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Approximately 1,154 persons of the non-violent misdemeanant classification were
postulated as eligible for these programs, if they exist, by the year 2006. Therefore, of the

10,911 jail beds forecast as needed in 2006, 1,154 beds would not be necessary if these
programs were operational.

It must be noted that these programs only make available beds at the minimum security
category, whereas the pressure on the system is for high security beds. It must also be
remembered that the County’s demand for jail beds does not end in 2006, which was
selected by the Omni study as an intermediate horizon year. With 4,500 rated beds in the
system, including the next Theo Lacy expansion approved by the Board (actually, only
3,821 rated beds now exist), and even after deduction for the non-incarceration programs,
over 5,257 beds would be necessary. These figures do not count medical beds, which are

required to comprise 7% of all new beds. Table 2 summarizes these data, without the non-
incarceration adjustment.

These management system approaches are typically financed locally, as opposed to seeking
funds from the state (such as the Board of Corrections). The proliferation of municipalities
in Orange County, combined with loss of state subventions, the County bankruptcy and
growing imposition on the County of Orange of state or federal priorities (welfare,
healthcare, immigration) has greatly strained County funding sources. As a result, most of
the management systems that have been proposed have not been fully implemented.

However, even if these systems were fully implemented, they would have only a small
beneficial effect on the actual shortfall. The projected minimum shortfall referred to in
Table 4 on page 24 is 3,946 beds in 1996 and 6,411 beds in 2006. This means that a
management approach that frees only 1,154 beds is about 11% of the demand. While this
acts to reduce the number of total beds necessary, it is not a complete solution by far.
Also, this alternative does not provide any maximum security inmate beds and addresses
only non-violent misdemeanants. Although this management approach is not rejected, it
cannot replace the proposed praject,.nor does.it.reduce environmental impacts:

7.4 Delay Decision on Jail Expansion Until a New Long-Term Jail
Study is Drafted, a Site is Approved, and Design Work is Initiated
by the Board of Supervisors

This alternative would involve the complete cessation of all work on any facilities at any
location, until such time as the ideal long-term jail site was selected. At the time a long-
term jail site was found, environmentally documented and survived litigation, the need to
enlarge branch jails to accommodate near-term increases would be re-evaluated. Based on
previous efforts such as this, there is no realistic expectation that such a study would
produce a feasible solution.

A review of Table 4 amply demonstrates that this alternative is infeasible due to the crisis-
level demand the jail system is currently experiencing. Furthermore, there is limited or no

197

3

—3

3 3



funded with state funds, and no other funds existed at that time or now, this proved a fatal
flaw to the Katella-Douglass facility. The site for the facility has now been sold by the
County of Orange to the City of Anaheim for parking for the Anaheim Pond and to aid
in the County’s recovery from bankruptcy.

With respect to the Gypsum Canyon site, this facility would have satisfied the County
needs to the year 2006, and perhaps even beyond with further study. After expending $7
million in design and analysis, this facility plan was abandoned by the Board of Supervisors
in 1991 after several events occurred. First, the purchase price changed greatly due to the
redesignation of the land for development purposes by the City of Anaheim. Second, the
principal source of funding for this facility — the half-cent sales tax measure — failed, and
no state funds were available for such a large undertaking. Since over five years have
passed since the abandonment of this site, land planning in the City of Anaheim has
changed considerably. First, the City has annexed the territory including the jail site.
Second, in reliance on the County’s abandonment of interest in the site, the City entered
into agreements and approved development of the site. These facts are considered in
greater detail in the discussion of this alternative. .

The most significant constraint on the County’s ability to consider alternate sites for this
particular expansion is, and will remain for the foreseeable future, financial. The County’s
bankruptcy, and now recovery financing, have severely limited if not eliminated available
funds to acquire sites of sufficient size for siting and expansion in that portion of the
future where jail needs must be met. This has left the County to focus on sites it already
owns. This is explained further in the discussions of specific alternatives.

The County of Orange has also rejected certain alternatives in prior CEQA analyses, as
documented herein. Certain alternatives, either proposed by the public or which have been
considered in the past, were rejected by the County during the Draft EIR preparation
stage due to their obvious and near-term infeasibility. A brief explanation of the basis for
this rejection is offered herein.

The Board of Supervisors has endeavored to solve the jail crisis in the context of serious
constraints, and in difficult financial times. Unlike a private development project, neither
the Board of Supervisors nor the Sheriff can control the key factors leading to jail
overcrowding — law enforcement behavior of cities, public and legislative enthusiasm for
“tough sentencing" laws (i.e., "Three Strikes"), judicial practices for remanding inmates to
County jail facilities even though they have been formerly held in city jail facilities, speed
of transfers to state facilities for locally held and sentenced inmates, and the general
societal factors which lead to crime. The Board of Supervisors and Sheriff can only
attempt to respond to, rather than shape, these forces, and above all must act in the best
interests of the safety of the public. As a consequence, jail bed shortages — and the
attendant risk of criminal conduct — can be regarded as factors in the County for the
foreseeable future.
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Management Alternatives To Project

7.1 No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative assumes that the County Board of Supervisors would take no
action with respect to expanding jail beds. The future jail capacity need and projected
shortfalls table (Table 4) amply demonstrates that the capacity shortfall projected for even
the near term (1996) is over 3,946 beds and growing rapidly. As noted previously in this
document, releases are already taking place in excess of 100,000 criminals over the last 215
years, which can be regarded as exceeding state law in order to comply with the
constitutional requirements of the federal court order against overcrowding.

If no relief was provided to the jail system, and in view of the physical constraints of the
jail system to accommodate more beds, relief might be sought through the federal courts.
However, relief in this form is considered unlikely by the County, due to the basis for the
former order — a constitutional violation for the amount of overcrowding. Pursuit of
relaxation of the federal court order would be a lengthy process, and it is highly likely that
the federal court would, before providing any relief from the order, require evidence of
a move in the direction of establishing new or expanded jail facilities.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, an agency may dismiss an alternative on the basis that it
poses legal constraints, or is so remote and speculative it constitutes an exercise in futility.
Here, the presence of a court order against overcrowding, combined with the limited room
in the jail facilities and the fact that neither the Board of Supervisors nor the Sheriff can
control the manner in which the inmates are incarcerated, provides ample basis for
rejection of this alternative.

7.2  Pursuit of Legislative Change to Exempt from CEQA Consideration
Expansion of All Jail Facilities in Overcrowded Systems

In 1992, the Board of Supervisors considered a recommendation from the County
Administrative Office to exempt jail facilities in the County from CEQA compliance. It
was the intent of the County Administrative Office, if this recommendation was approved
by the Board, to seek a statutory amendment to CEQA to exempt jail facilities from the
requirements of CEQA, much in the same way that certain state prisons are exempted.
The recommendation was brought up in the context of the Short-Term Jail Solutions
Report and was the only recommendation in the report that was rejected by the Board of
Supervisors. The basis for the Board of Supervisors’ rejection of this recommendation was
apparently the desire of the Board to maintain public input through the CEQA process
on issues concerning jails.

However, pursuit of such a legislative change would greatly accelerate the process of

establishing jails and increasing public safety. Expedited achievement of such goals has
been amply demonstrated in the state prison system, where exemptions from CEQA have
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funding available for a large undertaking such as a new site for a long-term jail in the
foreseeable future (please see Section 7.12 herein). The Board of Corrections frequently
makes funding available for smaller jail proposals, such as individual cells buildings. The
ability to use these funds largely depends on the readiness to start work — i.e., that all
cnvironmental documentation has been completed, is not in litigation or litigation is
resolved. A delay would be a significant obstacle to the County’s ability to be awarded
such funds.

Because of the exigent circumstances regarding the demand for incarceration facilitics, the
alternative of delaying this jail expansion until another jail site was found is rejected as
infeasible. Adoption of such an alternative would place a tremendous risk on jail
overcrowding and force authorities to make an election between violating a federal court
order (and overcrowding the facilities), not incarcerating persons who have been arrested,
or releasing inmates from sentences even earlier than is now experienced. The ultimate
effect is a negative impact to public safety due to the continued release of more criminals
and the continued erosion of the criminal justice system, due to the inability to enforce the
court-imposed sentences against those who break the law.

It is important to set into context the County’s past efforts in attempting to site jail
facilities, whether on sites owned by the County, or sites not owned by the County, or in
private jails. Literally thousands of pages of analysis and environmental documentation
have studied this issue and arrived at no readily implementable solution, and the problem
continues to increase. Even fewer sites are available than when the Long Term Jail Site
Selection study and EIR #476 (46 sites) and the Near Term Jail Facility EIR (4 sites)
were evaluated in the 1980’s. Each of the more promising remote sites had challenging
economic, infrastructure extension, and environmental issues. The County has far less
financial ability now than it possessed at the time of those studies, and residents of Orange
County have exhibited little appetite for tax increases to support such facilities as
evidenced by the failure of the half-cent sales tax and Measure R, to assist the County’s
bankruptcy recovery.

This EIR incorporates the prior EIRs for the Long Term and Near Term Jail sites by
reference in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15150, as well as the EIR for the Theo
Lacy Jail Expansion (EIR #558). A library of these documents has been assembled for the
public’s convenience at the offices of Environmental and Project Planning Division, 500
North Flower Street, Santa Ana, California 92702; attn: Paul Lanning (714) 834-3686.

The Orange County Grand Jury has also focused on the jail overcrowding problem in
several annual reports from 1990 to the latest report covering 1994-1995. The Grand Jury
has consistently found that jail facilities need substantial expansion, and that the options
for expansion are relatively limited. In the 1994-95 Final Report, for example, incorporated
herein by reference and available for inspection at the address above, the Grand Jury
recommended the immediate expansion of the jail system by 6,000 beds - 3,000 beds in
Santa Ana and 3,000 beds at the Musick Jail (in addition to the 1,200+ inmates already
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there). Both jails would include all inmate classifications from minimum to maximum. This
alternative is examined in a later section.

It is an unfortunate fact that the need for jail beds continues to increase. In spite of many
studies over the years, and even the selection for a time of a site in Gypsum Canyon,
attention has consistently returned to the Santa Ana and Musick sites for expansion. With
respect to the Musick site, the paucity of physical environmental impacts as a result of the
expansion of the Musick Jail, combined with the many years of searching in vain for
alternative sites, justifies the rejection of this alternative.

7.5 Private Jail

This alternative involves the development of a private jail. Privatization of jails has been
considered for years. Privatization has been considered by some as a means to improve the
already overburdencd correction system. Privatization would allow the private scctor to be
involved in the administration, financing and construction of correctional facilities. 43

The benefits of privatization which have been asserted include cost savings of constructing

and operating private correctional facilities and the capabilities of private sector (for

profit) entities’ ability to finance and staff facilities is more efficient than that of
PRI S . 44,45,46,47

government which is limited by regulations and procedures.

Nationwide, the largest percentage of privatized correctional facilities remains on the state
and federal prison level. The vast majority of these private facilities handle primarily
sentenced, minimum security inmates who do not require a high level of supervision or
medical care. County jails, by contrast, house an array of classification levels, pre-trial and
sentenced inmates with a multitude of medical problems.

Those issues aside, there -are numerous Government-Code' and Penal Code sections that
prohibit the privatization of the county jails. Government Code §31000 states that, "A
general law county may not contract with persons to provide the same level of services, but
at less expense, than presently performed by its civil service employees." Attempts to
change the policies on privatization have met with resistance. A recent bill in the state
legislature on privatization was defeated. Additionally, the issue of privatization appeared
as part of the charter county amendment which was defeated by 70% of the voters. The
public and the legislature have spoken, and it does not seem likely that privatization of the
jails is likely to be a viable option any time soon.

43Entrepreneur Magazine, "Going Private,” by Rob Reynolds, dated April, 1992,
44Los Angeles Times, February 9, 1992,
45 Orange County Register, March 25, 1992.
460range County Register, April 4, 1992.
TOrange County Register, April 30, 1992.
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Opponents of privatization will also point out some very recent and public failures of
privately run correctional institutions. A riot last year at a privately operated detention
center in Elizabeth, New Jersey resulted in guards being held hostage, widespread
destruction of the interior of the facility, and injuries to at least 20 inmates. The inquiry
following the riot concluded that officials of the privately operated facility had failed to
exercise control over guards, who were improperly trained or had not been investigated
fully before being hired. In April of this year, another major disturbance in a jail facility
at the Miramar Naval Air Station, which was being operated under contract by a private
corrections firm, resulted in a fire that injured about 60 -inmates, 6 critically. The
disturbance resulted in the base being shut down temporarily until order could be restored.

In August 1996, a privately run jail in Texas experienced an escape by two convicted sex
offenders. Several hours passed beforc the private jail operators notified Houston
authorities of the escape, thereby compromising the security of the area in which the jail
was located. Local officials were told that this was a small INS facility when, in fact, the
private jail operators had imported nearly 250 sex offenders from another state.

The existing Musick Jail is operated by the Orange County Sheriff-Coroner’s Department.
The jail is not operated by any private sector entity. Privatization is an alternative which
has been closely examined, and it is considered that privatization of the existing Musick
Jail would be infeasible for many reasons. First, the benefits of privatization which have
been raised appear to be associated with newly constructed and operated jails by private
sector companies, versus conversion of existing government correctional facilities.
Privatization of jails is typically pursued to ostensibly reduce cost of construction, obtain
financing, reduce cost of operations, and avoid "government red tape" (i.e., government
regulations and procedures). Privatizing the existing Musick Jail would not reduce the
potential environmental impacts of the project identified in this EIR nor would privatizing
Musick change the current overcrowded inmate conditions in the County. Therefore, the
privatization of the jail facilities must be regarded as technical corrections issue and not
a means of reducing environmental impact.

At this time, whether or not this alternative is feasible, it is currently not permitted by
law.*® This alternative would require an in-depth study evaluating many issues, as well
as changing the current laws regarding the operation of county jails, prior to pursuing a
private jail in Orange County. The proposed project is the development of a near-term jail
facility. For these reasons, the privatization alternative is rejected.

48,lifornia Government Code, §26605.
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On-Site Alternatives

7.6 Reduce Size of Musick Jail Facility to Accommodate Only That
Number of Inmates Necessary to Serve the Area within 10 miles of
the Geographic Center of South Orange County

A review of Table 6 reveals that 17,399 arrests were made last year within 10 miles of the
Musick Jail and South Court jurisdiction, or approximately 25% of the total arrests
countywide. An alternative to the proposed project could be to size the Musick Jail based
on a rough approximation of the number of beds that would be needed in South Orange
County. This figure would be approximately 2,800 beds based on 25% of the total jail beds
needed by the arrestees annually. A full range of classifications would be represented.

This is not to suggest that the facility should be operated and maintained only for South
County arrests. Given the public safety requirements countywide, this could not be done,
as it would be imprudent to leave any bed in a jail unused simply because an inmate was
not apprehended in South Orange County.

The booking and release function and other elements of the site plan (ICF, Sheriff's
Station) would be retained. The minimum security facility would be maintained in this
scenario (approximately 1,200 inmates) and Complex 1 (864 inmates) and Complex 2
(modified to accommodate about 750 additional inmates) would be built. Complex 3 would
not be built, and support facilities (e.g., warehouse) would be correspondingly reduced.
Since this would represent about 63% reduction in inmates, staff, and visitors, impacts to
traffic, noise and air quality would be correspondingly reduced. However, these effects
have not been found significant in any event. The main benefit to this alternative, then,
would be simply a smaller project. Since the minimum security compound would remain,
there would be no increase in agricultural land on site.

Furthermore, the fill dirt necessary for the construction of Alton Parkway would not be
available from the northeasterly portion of the site, and would have to be obtained from
another location. Since Alton Parkway extension north of the jail site will be delayed for
some years, and since importation of fill is not only expensive but disruptive to traffic in
the vicinity of the site, the Alton Parkway access would have to be abandoned until Alton
was extended. In the interim, access could only be taken from Musick Road. Bake Parkway
access is not seen as an option if Alton Parkway is not extended due to existing traffic
volumes and conflicts with the disposal site on the base property.

This alternative reduces impacts in terms of traffic, but creates increased pressure on
Musick Road due to the absence of Alton Parkway as an access. It reduces the provision
of jail beds beyond what is needed as a project objective, without reducing impacts by any
significant amount. For this reason, this alternative is rejected as both infeasible and
incapable of reducing impacts or meeting the project objective of providing enough jail
beds so that inmates will not have to be cited and released or released early prior to the
expiration of their court-imposed sentences.
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7.7 1994-95 Grand Jury Final Report Alternative - 3,000 jail beds at
Santa Ana and 3,000 jail beds at Musick

The 1994-95 Final Report of the Orange County Grand Jury proposes a recommendation
that the Orange County Board of Supervisors approve the following two jail sites at its
next meeting; both jail sites were to accommodate a full range of classifications from
minimum to maximum.

. A new multi-story jail facility to accommodate up to 3,000 rated beds at the
Santa Ana Main Jail Complex, including both the so-called "rose garden" site
and the Sheriff’s Headquarters site. The Sheriff’s Headquarters site would
be demolished and its functions relocated. It was suggested in the report
that an "existing" tunnel from the County Courthouse to the intersection of
Flower and Sixth Streets in Santa Ana could be connected to the new
building.

. A new jail at the Musick Jail in Irvine to accommodate up to 3,000 rated
beds, in addition to the minimum security jail that currently exists at the
location.

The 1994-95 Grand Jury evaluated 10 potential sites in the County to determine whether
there were additional sites for a new medium and maximum security jail beds in Orange
County. In connection with their report, the Orange County Grand Jury reviewed the
"Omni Report" (which includes a specific chapter devoted to facility and site evaluation)
reports by the Sheriff’s department regarding early release of prisoners, and the real
properiy inventory for the County of Orange for 1992-93, among other documents. The
Grand Jury report concluded that."as a result of its visits, the.committee felt that selecting

sites on privately owned property or on military bases, that may or may not be available

to the County, builds in added cost and delay. The County and its citizens can afford
neither."*

The Grand Jury envisioned that the multi-story facility at Santa Ana would be
approximately 11 floors with 275 beds per floor, and would be a maximum and medium
security jail. The Musick Jail would accommodate a medium and maximum security jail
for up to 3,000 beds due to its large site size. The minimum security facility currently at
Musick would remain. As a result, a total of 4,200+ inmates would theoretically be housed
at the Musick Jail (3,000 new beds plus the 1,200+ which already exist). In the alternative,
as mentioned in Alternative 7.5, if it were desired to remove the minimum security facility
in order to obtain the necessary fill for Alton Parkway extension, the minimum security
facility could be completely eliminated, leaving only the 3,000 rated beds. The differences

“OFinal report of the 1994-95 Orange County Grand Jury at page 66.
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between these two ideas were not directly addressed by the Grand Jury, but would
accomplish most of the apparent report objectives in bringing 3,000 beds on-line.

In reaching its recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, the 1994-95 Orange County
Grand Jury focused on the County’s financial difficulties and on County-owned sites in
Santa Ana and Irvine. The Grand Jury urged immediate action on maximum and medium
security jail expansions. A representative of the Grand Jury was asked how the Grand Jury
had arrived at a 3,000-bed facility at Santa Ana on County-owned land, since there is very
little available site area. The EIR consultant team was advised that this information was
confidential. >

The effects of this alternative would be slightly less than those expressed for Alternative
7.1, and would come close to accommodating the actual jail demand for South County.

With respect to the Santa Ana site, expansion of the Santa Ana site is not rejected in this
EIR. If Musick Jail is not fully built out, expansion of the Santa Ana site (or another site)
will become absolutely necessary to meet the jail system’s needs by the year 2006.
However, the demolition of buildings, or the construction of new buildings in the area of
an existing urban jail complex would take longer to design and construct than bringing
beds on-line at the Musick Jail, where few site constraints exist. The 4,200+ beds at the
Musick Jail could consist of Complex 1 and 2, with Complex 2 modified to accept
approximately 800 more inmates (this can be done simply by the addition of modules). The
County Board of Supervisors could elect to move immediately on the Santa Ana site,
either in conjunction with the Musick EIR consideration or immediately following the
Musick EIR consideration, as was done with the Theo Lacy project. This would retain the
Board’s objective of having a facility in environmental and planning readiness should the
State Bond Measure pass in November of 1996, while retaining its commitment to proceed
with the Santa Ana facility as well.

One of the problems with-the:Grand-Jury recommendation-to-house 3,000 inmates'in 11
stories at Santa Ana on County-owned land is that it is not clear how this would be
accomplished. On the Katella-Douglass site, for example, the County proposed 1,500 beds
in a 10-story building complex on seven acres. The Grand Jury alternative — using the
County-owned Sheriff’s headquarters and "Rose Garden" at the new jail site — comprises
slightly more than three acres. Further, the tunnel mentioned in the Grand Jury report was
believed to connect with the County Courthouse. It does not, and it appears that it will not
be able to connect without substantial modification because of the interference of
underground utilities.’!

This alternative would not overcome the continuing necessity for jail beds past the year
2006. The Sheriff had submitted a Notice of Interest to the Local Redevelopment
Authority (LRA) for a substantial amount of land (250 acres) at the Marine Corps Air

50Personal communication, Mary Hennessey, Secretary to Grand Jury; July 29, 1996.
5 1Personal communication, George King, O.C. Sheriff’s Department.
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Station-El Toro. It was thought that future needs could be accommodated at this site or
on other sites that may be presented during the next 10 years of analysis. It is possible
that, given more time, some of these problems could be overcome.

However, in early August the LRA advised the Sheriff that it would not be recommending
a conveyance of 250 acres, or any acre, within the base property for a jail facility. While
this recommendation is not conclusive as to the conveyance, it can be stated that, without
the support of LRA staff, this conveyance is less likely than if it had been supported. At
the time of this writing, no final determination has been made. The reader is referred to
Section 7.12, "Location of Jail Facilities at MCAS-EI Toro" for further discussion of this
alternative.

This alternative would retain the Interim Care Facility and the Sheriff Station at the
Musick site. It would also retain the booking and release aspect of the facility; however,
this alternative could be combined with Alternative 7.10 to release maximum security
inmates at the Intake and Release Center in Santa Ana, if desired.

This alternative could have merit if it could be certain that both facilities would be
approved by the Board of Supervisors. The Santa Ana facility has not been proposed or
designed, and has no environmental documentation to support its selection at this time.
However, if this alternative were selected, consideration of the jail expansion at Santa Ana
could be immediately initiated. It is unknown whether such an expansion would require
an environmental impact report or not; the establishment of the Intake and Release
Center at Santa Ana was accomplished with a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

In certain respects, the establishment of 3,000 beds at the Musick Jail in the manner
suggested above is very close to a phasing of the Musick project as opposed to a division
of the 6,000 jail beds between Santa Ana and the Musick Jail. Approval of this alternative
would reduce environmental impacts by over 50% (if the minimum security facility were
not maintained) and would reduce local contributions to air quality. These emissions,
however, would constitute an increase to local emissions in Santa Ana. Since funding for
jail expansion is typically provided incrementally by the State and County, such that an
entire facility cannot be built in one phase, it is possible that this alternative could be
feasible provided that it was understood that if the expansion could not occur at Santa Ana
it would occur at the Musick Jail. Therefore, this alternative has not yet been rejected at

this time.

7.8 Limit Expansion of Musick Jail to Complex 1 and Supporting
Facilities

This alternative would limit the size of the Musick Expansion to Complex 1 and associated
facilities, housing between 900 and 1,500+ inmates at all classification lcvels (864
rated/1,248 crowded/1,536 double bunked). The minimum security facility would remain,
and therefore the total inmate population at the jail facility would be between 2,100 and
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2,700 inmates. Agricultural area on the site would increase, and support facilities
(warehouse, laundry, etc.) would be correspondingly reduced in size. Parking structures
would also be reduced in size to compensate for the lower visitor and staff needs. The
central plant currently shown as an independent building for this site would probably be
incorporated into Complex 1. The Sheriff’s Station and Interim Care Facility, together with
the Sheriff’s Station parking structure, would remain.

This alternative would correspond to a 64% to 72% reduction in the size of the facility,
with corresponding reductions in impact levels. However, because the facility does not

create significant impacts as proposed, this would simply result in an incremental reduction
overall.

If approximately $50 million is available out of the bond proceeds in November,
approximately 1,400 beds could be constructed for Complex 1 at the Musick Jail. These
are estimates, as the facilities are not completely designed at the time of this writing. This
would bring 1,400 beds on-line immediately at the facilities with minimal site interruption.
Given the small size of the facility in this alternative, access from Alton Parkway would
probably be eliminated, with Musick Road serving as principal access. All access would
take place from Musick Road for the jail facility, and from Bake Parkway as proposed for
the Interim Care Facility and Sheriff Station. Farming would continue at the site as shown,
together with the mounted unit facilities.

This alternative is rejected as not properly planning for maximum utilization of the
County’s own resources in meeting the jail need problem. Whether the funds are available
or not, the County needs to be prepared for unanticipated funding sources by having

facilities "ready to go." For this reason, and because of the small change in environmental
impacts, this alternative is rejected.

It is difficult to arrive at a determination of which alternative is "environmentally superior”
(CEQA Guidelines §15126(d)(5)) —-ether-than the "No- Project" alternative — when
physical environmental impacts are either not anticipated or have been reduced to a level
of insignificance. However, this alternative could be considered environmentally superior
because it could maximize the opportunity to place jail facilities on a former military base
which, regardless of the Reuse Plan alternative ultimately selected, will be the focus of
considerable development. The recommendation of the LRA that the conveyance to the
Sheriff not be recommended is a serious obstacle to implementation of this alternative at
the time of this writing.
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7.9 Establishment of 7,500+ Beds at the Musick Jail in High-Rise
Buildings

This alternative would call for the housing of over 7,500 inmates at the Musick Jail, but
would minimize the occupation of the land at the Musick site by increasing the number
of stories in the buildings. Approximately four 12-story buildings would presumably be
necessary for this effort, and this would presumably result in a reduction of site area
utilized by approximately 20 acres, reducing impacts to agricultural lands. This alternative
also assumes that the existing facility would be demolished and the land graded for
farming.

However, these would be the tallest buildings in the area and would increase aesthetic and
visual impacts considerably. If an airport of any kind were established at El Toro, buildings
of this height would be unlikely to be compatible with those future aviation uses. The
buildings would be out of scale for the surrounding area as well.

For these reasons, this alternative is rejected.

7.10 Limitation of Classification of Inmates; Minimum and Medium
Security Inmates; a Cap on Maximum Security Inmates

This alternative would provide for 7,500+ beds at the jail facility accommodating only
minimum and medium security inmates. Maximum security inmates would be housed at
other County facilities.

Because the primary need at the jail facility at the present time is for maximum security
beds, this alternative would in no way assist in meeting that- need. The only area for
increase in maximum security beds that is presently approved would be at the Theo Lacy
Facility, for approximately 1,152 beds total. Furthermore, due to the alternatives to
incarceration that are available (electronic confinement, work furlough, etc.), it can be
foreseen that minimum security bed needs may be reduced in the years to come. While
the addition of medium security beds is also necessary to assist in the incarceration needs
for the County, and these beds could be provided at the Musick Jail, these would not be
the first priority. Essentially, it would be necessary to move all medium and minimum
security inmates from other facilities to this facility in order to create sufficient beds at the
other County facilities to accommodate maximum security inmates. Even this would not
be possible to the extent of the increase of facilities at Musick suggested by this alternative
unless 1) the main jail in Santa Ana were reconfigured to provide more security inside the
jail building; and 2) the settlement agreement with the City of Orange on the Theo Lacy
Facility were revised to remove the cap on maximum security inmates at Theo Lacy. In
this way, the County could address the jail beds problem, but only by adjusting a 1-year-old
agreement with a city for limitation on the number of maximum security inmates on an
11-acre site.
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The County has rejected this alternative because it would require the County to violate a
Supcrior Court judgment bascd on a scttlcment agreement with the City of Orange.

A variation of this altcrnative (which focuscs on classification) is to allow a limited number
of maximum security inmates at the Musick Jail, regulating their numbers in the form of
a "cap," as was done at Theo Lacy. If the same number of maximum security inmates were
imposed on Musick that were accommodated at Theo Lacy, this would mean that no more
than 1,152 inmates in the maximum security inmate classification would be housed at the
Musick Jail. If both the Musick Jail and the Theo Lacy expansion were built, the combined
number of maximum security inmates represented by the caps at both facilities would
probably adequately address those needs until 2006. However, those needs will continue
to grow, in any event, beyond 2006, and therefore more beds would ultimately have to be
built to answer the need for housing at all levels.

These alternatives do not add to the reduction of impacts of a physical environmental
character, and are therefore rejected due.to their legal infeasibility, the problems they
would cause in other facilities, and their lack of contribution to reductions in physical
environmental impacts. For these reasons, these alternatives were rejected.

7.11 Release of Maximum Security Inmates at the Intake and Release
Center in Santa Ana

The project as proposed specifies that all inmates who are being released from the facility
will be released at the Alton Parkway entrance. This alternative proposes that the
maximum security inmates would be transported to the Intake and Release Center in
Santa Ana and released from that facility, as opposed to being released directly from
Musick. This is an operational characteristic of the Theo Lacy facility in Orange County.
Currently, approximately 4 to 6 maximum security inmates a week are transported back
from Theo Lacy to the Intake and Release Center for release. At buildout (1,152
maximum security inmates), it is expected that approximately 20 to 30 maximum security
inmates could be released per day. At buildout of the Musick Jail, it could be expected the
60 to 80 inmate daily would be transported to the IRC in Santa Ana for release, involving
approximately 4 to 5 bus trips.

The Environmental Impact Report for the Theo Lacy expansion concluded on the basis
of crime data reviewed that the crime incidents around the Theo Lacy facility were
unrelated to the facility itself. This includes crimes allegedly committed by released former
inmates. The reporting period for the crime event analysis included the period of time
where releases would have occurred after the facility began housing, but not releasing,
maximum security inmates.

A similar study was undertaken for the IRC. The Intake and Release Center in Santa Ana

is located in a relatively active central urban area in which many crime events occur. There
is a concentration of facilities (the Civic Center and the Transportation Center) as well as
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gang activity in the area of the Intake and Release Center. An evaluation of Santa Ana
Police arrest data as it relates to releases of inmates, including maximum security, at the
IRC is provided in the "Public Safety" section of this EIR.

To release former maximum security inmates at the Intake and Release Center in Santa
Ana rather than at the Musick Jail has been suggested in public remarks. Because of the
small effect of the increase of bus trips, this alternative would produce much the same
physical environmental result as the proposed project. Crime events surrounding the
Musick Jail do not appear related to releases. Since there are no medium or maximum
security releases at Musick, crime effect at the IRC and Theo Lacy must be used as an
analog. However, since those data show no relationship between criminal activity and an
increase in crime, there would appear to be no concrete benefit to this alternative to offset
the increased cost. Furthermore absent an actual impact to the physical environment, or
an actual social effect which can be documented to demonstrate that physical effect is
significant, there is no requirement under CEQA to consider this alternative.

This alternative has been rejected as infeasible for the foregoing reasons.

Alternative Sites

7.12 Alternative Sites Within County

CEQA requires the consideration of alternative sites if such alternative sites can be
capable of avoiding any of the significant effects of the project. Only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be
considered.

There are no significant effects identified within this EIR that are reviewable under
CEQA, which have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance. Furthermore, even if
there were, there are effects that are not necessarily minimized by moving the jail
expansion to another location. A CEQA consideration of a range of alternative sites
involves an inquiry different than a County review of sites, as CEQA concerns itself with
whether the alternative site is capable of lessening significant environmental effects, while
a County search for a site may involve questions of proximity to services, existence of
infrastructure and price.

This EIR incorporates by reference the EIR for the Near Term Jail Facility (Final EIR
#464) which describes the four central sites evaluated by the Board of Supervisors in the
1980s which were selected from a palette of over 46 sites. The sites were both County
owned and not County owned. It was in fact this jail site selection process that evolved
into the selection of the Katella-Douglass site and the Gypsum Canyon Jail site. It can be
reasonably concluded based on the pace of development in Orange County, as well as its
financial condition, that these sites are even less feasible than when originally considered.
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Further, many of these formerly considered sites have been subsequently constrained by
Federal Endangered Species Act limitations.

Remote locations for the jail expansion — as have been suggested by several members of
the public during the EIR scoping process — lead to sites which are more environmentally
sensitive than the Musick Jail site. For example, using County-owned sites, the area which
lies east of Ortega Highway in Caspers Park for expansion contains many wetlands, a
highly valuable viewshed area, and several wildlife migration corridors. None of these
aspects are present at the Musick site. Urban sites considered — such as the Westminster
Court complex site, the Harbor/Ball complex site in Anaheim, and the Huntington Beach
transfer site are quite small in terms of land area and unable to accommodate a jail of the
size necessary for expansion. The Katella-Douglass site has been sold to the City of
Anaheim and is no longer in County possession. County property which might have
otherwise been available for the location of the jail, has been used as collateral for the
bonds associated with the County bankruptcy recovery; therefore, these sites are not
available to the County. .

e Purchase of Another Site/Sale of Musick Site

With respect to non-County owned sites, the County would need to find a willing
seller of a site of sufficient size to accommodate the jail, or would need to exercise
its power of eminent domain. In order to exercise its power of eminent domain
against an unwilling property owner, the County must appropriate funds from the
budget to complete the sale. The state of the County’s finances at this time presents
a serious obstacle to obtaining a site through eminent domain.

Therefore, the County would first have to locate a site, prepare environmental
documentation, and then attempt to proceed with acquisition. Even if the County
had the funds to accomplish this, it would takc ycars to do so. Avoiding the site
acquisition obstacle (an obstacle which-was-fatal te the Gypsum Canyon site) is
probably the leading factor in being able to establish jail facilities. None of the
studies performed to date — nor the Grand Jury report from 1994 to 1995 which
examined 10 sites — have yielded a site that is environmentally superior to the
Musick site. One of the attractive aspects of the Musick site from a CEQA
standpoint is that it contains no environmental resources of consequence, and is
surrounded on three sides (one side within the facility) by an agricultural buffer.
The final side of the facility consists of industrial buildings which where built after
the jail existed there. In terms of physical and visual proximity to residential, the
jail at Musick is not considered to have greater impacts to than the alternative sites
in remote County areas. :

In terms of generating funds necessary to acquire a site, it has been suggested by

members of the public that the Musick site could be sold and the proceeds used to
acquire the new site. This is infeasible for the following reasons.
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The Musick site is currently encumbered by a master lease to the Orange County
Public Facilities Corporation (OCPFC) and a lease-back to the County. The rights
of the OCPFC are assigned to a trustee. The term of this lease runs out on July 1,
2026 unless it is extended. This arrangement exists because the Musick site is part
of the structure of the County’s recovery from bankruptcy, and the property secures
Certificates of Participation (COPs) for bonds. The first call date is in 10 years. The
County has only two means to free up the Musick site for sale. The County could
buy down the bonds with other funds, or the County could find other property to
substitute for the Musick site.

As to the first idea, the County simply does not possess such funds. If it did, it
could simply buy another site. -

As to the second alternative, the rental value of the Musick site is over $1 million
annually. The County does not own any property which is unencumbered and could
substitute for this property.>?

" Therefore, alternative County-owned sites, and acquisition of non-County owned

sites, is rejected as an alternative and is remote and speculative.

Expansion at the Main Jail Complex in the City of Santa Ana

This alternative would call for expansion of the jail complex within the City of
Santa Ana. There are two means of accomplishing this. First, the Grand Jury report
recommendation of 11-story buildings could be accomplished, but housing approxi-
mately 3,000 inmates seems unlikely due to acreage constraints. A second approach,
either instead of or in addition to the above approach, would be expansion of the
jail complex towards Bristol Street via acquisition of land in the City of Santa Ana
that is not currently owned by the County of Orange. If there were time and
necessary funding to accomplish this alternative, it could be considered feasible.
Environmental issues, aside from traffic and parking, are not anticipated at the
Santa Ana site. This alternative could be pursued in addition to the proposed
project, but is inadequate to replace it, particularly with regard to the expansion
towards Bristol Street. The expansion to Bristol Street is not considered a short
term alternative, and would take several years to effectuate, in view of the fact that
the County jail system will require repeated expansion beyond 2006, and the
County’s financial challenges are not expected to last forever, this is an ideal area,
together with other areas, to fulfill jail needs in the future.

Furthermore, an expansion to Bristol — even combined with expansion at the
existing Santa Ana site — would not produce the jail beds needed. For example,
if the Katella-Douglass jail configuration were assumed at 1,500 inmates per 7

2The foregoing information was obtained through personal communication, John Abbott, County Counsel’s
Office, County of Orange; August 16, 1996.
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acres. Theoretically, approximately 2,600 inmates could be accommodated on
approximately 12 acres which lie between the existing Santa Ana Complex and
Bristol. Even if the existing County-owned 3 acres is considered, approximately 650
inmates could be added, for a total of 3,250 inmates. This does not account for
parking needed or support facilities, and is roughly the size of the Theo Lacy
facility at ultimate size. The figure of 3,250 inmates is only about one-half the beds
needed by 2006.

This 12-acre territory in Santa Ana is partially within the Santa Ana
Redevelopment area and is mostly housing. According to representatives of the
City, acquisition through eminent domain will be difficult without funds available.
The City has just acquired a small number of residences for its own jail, and it took

time to ne§otiate. The City reports that infrastructure constraints may also exist in -

this area.”

Even the potential of using the City of Santa Ana’s new Police Administration and
. Holding Facility (an 8-acre project in downtown Santa Ana) is infeasible. This
facility could hold up to 420 inmates and is capable of holding trial and sentenced
inmates. However, the City intends to hold only pre-arraignment inmates, and

contrgft with the federal government for pre-trial federal inmates for the rest of the
beds.

As noted elsewhere in this EIR, the cities are not obligated to hold pre-trial and
sentenced inmates in their cities, and upon arraignment these inmates are
remanded to the Sheriff’s custody. A contract with the federal government for
holding pre-trial federal inmates is also more lucrative, generally, than what a
County can offer for the same service. Therefore, the ability to use these beds
seems unlikely. Such a small number of beds would not contribute significantly to
the need in any event.

Therefore, this alternative is not rejected in total, but is rejected rather as being
inappropriate given the short term and critical nature of bringing jail beds on-line,
and its inability to adequately expand the jail capacity.

Location of Jail Facilities at MCAS-EI Toro

The Orange County Sheriff submitted a request to the Local Redevelopment
Authority (LRA) for 250 acres at El Toro for jail purposes. Recently, the LRA has
advised the Sheriff that it will not recommend a conveyance of base land for jail
purposes.

5 3Personal communication, Robyn Uptegraff, Executive Director, Planning and Building Agency, City of

Santa Ana; August 14, 1996.

Personal communication, Paul Walters, Chief of Police, City of Santa Ana; August 14, 1996.
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This large piece of land, or even a smaller site, would be able to accommodate
County jail facilities easily, even beyond the year 2006. However, even if this
alternative could be accomplished, the land is not available until July 1999 at the
very earliest, and no construction could commence until then. Furthermore, if this
land is ultimately obtaincd by the Sheriff’s Department, and a jail is proposcd to
be established there, new environmental documentation would still be necessary to
establish this alternative. The County has currently issued its Reuse Plan EIR, and
this EIR does not speak to the issue of establishing the jail at this location. This
alternative is not necessarily rejected at this time, but is premature for further
discussion based on the early nature of the plans for the base.

Location of County Jail Facility at Tustin MCAS

The Tustin MCAS is also a military base which has been closed. The reuse effort
for the Tustin MCAS began before the El Toro MCAS and therefore many public

. and private entities have indicated interest in portions of the Tustin MCAS Base
. property. The City of Tustin has made it clear that the City opposes the siting of

any jail facility at the Tustin MCAS Base and/or within the City of Tustin. The City
most recently indicated it opposition in correspondence dated October 19, 1994 in
conjunction with the Theo Lacy Jail Expansion EIR. The location of jail facilities
at the Tustin MCAS — which had been requested by the Sheriff’s Department —
was rejected also by the Tustin Base Closure Task Force.

The probability of successfully siting jail facilities at the Tustin MCAS at this stage
of the reuse planning process is highly unlikely. Since the County does not have
total control of the disposition of land at Tustin, it does not appear that the County
can act to bring this facility on-line.

Location of Jail Facilities at all of the Five County Courthouse Facilities

This EIR documents that all criminal proceedings for misdemeanants and all
pretrial motions for felons are undertaken within the municipal court system. There
are five municipal courts in Orange County - the North Court in Fullerton, the
West Court in Westminster, the Central Court in Santa Ana, the Harbor Court in
Newport Beach, and the south county court at both Moulton Parkway and Laguna
Niguel. The south county court has been recently discussed for relocation and
reconstruction on a variety of sites, mostly in the communities of Aliso Viejo and
Rancho Santa Margarita. No decision has been made as of the date of this writing
on this courthouse facility, and the efforts to bring this south county courthouse on-
line are currently suspended due to the bankruptcy.

Sufficient room does not exist at the other courthousc facilities. If the current need
for jail beds hy 2006 were to be met at each court facility, roughly 1,300 beds would
have to be provided at each facility. City jails do not address this problem, as they
are either temporary or Type I facilities, which only keep prisoners for 24 or 96
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hours respectively. The courthouse site selection and design effort omitted a jail at
the new south county courthouse. Room exists at the Laguna Niguel site of the
south county courthouse — approximately 60% of the site is available. However,
the site is relatively small and even if a jail were completed at that site, it is clear
that the court will be moved to merge the Laguna Niguel and Laguna Hills
branches of the court into one central facility. A jail facility of any size takes so
much room that accommodation at the existing courthouses is not feasible.

For all the above reasons, the idea of an alternative site in response to this jail expansion
is considered infeasible. Nonetheless, the County may proceed on multiple tracks to
expand jail facilities, as the Musick expansion cannot be considered to satisfy all jail needs
beyond 2006. Therefore, alternatives such as locating facilities at Santa Ana and at the El
Toro base are not herein rejected accept.as an alternative to expanding the Musick Jail.
Those or similar project sites will be needed jn addition to the Musick J ail.

7.13. Remote Sites Outside of Oraﬁge County

It has been suggested in the past, and during the scoping process for this project, that

remote sites outside the County be considered. There are compelling reasons why this is -

not feasible.

First, remote sites outside of the County are extremely difficult for pretrial inmates, which
comprise 40% of the jail system. While there are no state laws affecting visitation and
proximity to inmates for visitors, the difficulty in transporting inmates to and from court

when they are in pretrial status alone is justification for omitting the pretrial segment of
the population from a remote site outside of the County.

With respect to sentenced inmates, there are two classes. First, there are sentenced
inmates that are awaiting transportation-te the state-prison system. These are kept at the
county jail facility for the necessary 30 to 120 days that it takes to process the inmate to
the state prison system. During this time, inmates are typically kept in maximum security
housing facilities. The second class of inmates are those who are serving their entire
sentences in county jail. Of the 60% of the total jail population which constitutes
sentenced inmates, approximately 6% to 7% represents those inmates that will be
ultimately transferred to State prison and the remainder serve county jail sentences.
Therefore, only approximately 56% of the inmates in the total jail system would benefit
from transfer to a remote location outside the County. Remote locations outside the
County would require that County personnel commute or relocate to those remote
locations in order to service the jail population, or that residents of the area surrounding
the remote jail would be within the Orange County Sheriff’s Department as Deputies. This
alternative also raises the issue of why another County would be interested in accepting
Orange County’s jail population. Alternative locations studied before (such as Chiriaco
Summit) have met with resistance from both County officials and local residents,
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The County of Orange has spent considerable time and resources studying this issue. On
November 14, 1989, the Orange County Board of Supervisors directed the County
Administrative Office to evaluate the feasibility of a Regional Jail to be located in
Riverside County. The intent of the report was to identify and address feasibility issues
associated with a Regional Jail to be located in the remote desert area of Chiriaco Summit
in Riverside County, using the planned Gypsum Canyon Jail as a basis for comparison. In
December, 1990, the County of Orange Administrative Office issued a report entitled the
Regional Jail Feasibility Study. They concluded that although it is initially less expensive to
construct a facility at a remote location where land was considerably cheaper, it was
significantly more expensive to operate the remote jail than the Gypsum Canyon Jail. The
operational differential over 30 years was estimated at between $804.1 million and $1.0
billion.

It has also been suggested that jail beds are available in existing facilities in Los Angeles.
The central question becomes, can the County lease these facilities? These facilities are
now understood to stand vacant due to the fact that there is insufficient money to staff
them. Officials at Los Anéeles County have stated that these beds will not be available for
lease to Orange County.

Additionally, since leasing such facilities would only be a temporary solution until those
counties arranged for operational funds, the County of Orange would bear the risk of
being notified at any moment that they needed to vacate the out-of-County facility in order
to make room for that county’s inmates. Clearly, there would be no place to move the
inmates incarcerated in the out-of-county facilities and this would create some difficult
problems for the County of Orange.

There are no empty beds available in San Diego County.

There is no question that more jail facilities need to be built to overcome the jail
overcrowding problem. Even if the beds were available, relocation to another existing
facility in another county is only a temporary measure. For these reasons, this alternative
has been found infeasible.

55Personal communication, Assistant Sheriff Jerry Krans, Corrections; August 16, 1996.
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Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible During the Draft EIR Preparation

Process

There were several alternatives considered during the DEIR preparation process that were
rejected as infeasible. The basis for infeasibility stems from several considerations:

support or opposition of the local jurisdiction,

financial wherewithal to acquire the site,
practical considerations concerning the u

se of the land in question, constraint on use of

the land in question, or legal obstacles to implementing the project. Sites and alternatives

considered were as follows:

Site/Alternative

1.

2.

3.

Gypsum Canyon

Bolsa Chica

Aliso/Wood Canyons Regional
Park (U.S. Fitness Academy Site)

215

Basis for Rejection

Opposition of City of Anaheim, in whose
jurisdiction the site is located; existence of
long-range planning approvals secured by
development agreement: routing of
Eastern Transportation Corridor and
interchange conflicts; cost of site.

(Note: The City of Anaheim has presented a letter
dated August 8, 1996 opposing reconsideration of the
Gypsum Canyon Site. This letter is included in
Appendix C under “"Miscellaneous Letters." The
former jail site is shown now for Hillside Low-
Medium Density Residential. The cost of the site is
likely even higher than in 1991, when the Board
rejected the site because it was too expensive.

Expense of land; required approval by
Coastal Commission; high visual/wetland
impacts; cost of site.

Conflicts with major regional park
viewshed policies on a local and state
level; small site size; interference with
certificates of participation securing lands;
inadequate access without major wetland
modifications and trail interruption. This
alternative is also inconsistent with the
uses permitted under the Natural
Communities Conservation Planning
Program (NCCP).
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Location of jails at each County
Municipal Courthouse

Cause each City to shoulder
housing pre-trial and sentenced
inmates arrested in that city

Create a new corrections system
focused on rehabilitation, not
incarceration

Cease all drug-related arrests;
encourage legalization of drugs,
with consequent reduction in jail
population

Seek amendment to lift federal
court order against overcrowding

Locate the South County
Municipal Court at the Musick site.

216

Insufficient area, except at Laguna Niguel,
which is proposed to be relocated; with
respect to new South County Municipal
Courthouse possibly in Rancho Santa
Margarita, insufficient room without
further land purchase.

Provided for in state law; however, no city
in Orange County has elected to do this,
and the County has no mechanism to
require them to do so.

A major social engineering undertaking
for which study must show that it has
capacity to reduce inmate populations;
considerable time involved while
compromises to public safety grow.

Unacceptable from a public policy point
of view; does not carry out state law; a
significant portion of serious crime in
Orange County is related to drugs
(burglary, etc.).

Would not increase jail capacity; would
not cease early releases, cite and release;
likelihood of success remote due to
constitutional issues.

Since the South County Municipal Court
has not yet been located, it could possibly
locate at the Musick site and therefore
substantially reduce bus trips. There is no
present funding for the relocation of the
court, and there has been judicial
opposition in the past to locating jail
facilities at the courts. Nonetheless, this
alternative can be considered further when
the court is relocated, since there is likely
enough room at the Musick site to
accommodate the court.



10.  Establish jail at a vacant or
blighted site in Santa Ana.

11.  Move buildings to east side of jail
site to free up agricultural land
containing prime farmland.

A review of sites available to satisfy a jail’s
size need was undertaken. Recalling that
the smallest jail of any size was 1,580
inmates on 7 acres, the key is to find a
site at least that size. Even demolition
attempts of the City of Santa Ana have
taken a great deal of time and were very
expensive.* Additionally, a 40-acre vacant
site, "Armstrong Ranch," exists in the
south part of the City. This site is owned
by Segerstrom and is surrounded by
residential and business uses. It is not

available for sale at this time. Eminent-

domain constraints would be the same as
other acquisition alternatives.

(*Personal communication, Robyn Uptegraff, City of
Santa Ana; August 14, 1996. )

As explained in the EIR text, this impact
to agricultural land has been mitigated to
an insignificant level through mitigation.
However, this is deemed inappropriate
from a land use standpoint as the goal of
the plan as designed is to locate jail
buildings in such a way as to create an on-
site buffer of agricultural or support
buildings. This would be lost under this
alternative.

CEQA does not require consideration of any alternative whose implementation is remote
or speculative. The above alternatives, together with certain alternatives herein discussed
in greater depth, more than justify a finding that they are remote and speculative in the
foreseeable future. This is not to say that at some time when the County recovers its
financial position fully, and is free from bond constraints, these alternatives will not be
reconsidered. However, at the present time, none of these alternatives is even capable of
being accomplished given economic, legal, technological and social constraints.
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APPENDIX K

LETTER FROM MESTRE GREVE ASSOCIATES



Mestre Greve Associates

August 31, 1998

Ms. Andi Culbertson

Culbertson, Adams and Associates
85 Argonaut, Suite 220

Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

Subject: Cumulative Air Quality Impact Discussion for Musick Jail Expansion
Dear Ms. Culbertson:

The discussion of cumulative air quality impacts, as with impacts directlyattributable
to a project, can be divided into local and regional impacts.  Local air impacts are
concerned with high pollutant concenirations directly adjacent to a source. Common
sources of local air quality problems are congested roadways, major freeways, power
plants and other industrial sources. Regional air quality is driven by pollutants emitted
throughout a large portion of the air basin. These pollutants mix together, travel
downwind, chemically react, and after severathours or even days resultin the pollutants of
regional concern. The most notable regional pollutant in the South Coast Air Basin is
ozone. Ozone is not directly emitted, but rather is a product of the chemical reactions
between hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides.

Nitrogen oxides [NOx) consist of nitrogendioxide (NO2} and nitrogenoxide {NO). NOx
is of special concern because the air quality analysis for the jail expansion indicates that
emissions due to the project will exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. The
emissions of NOx for the jail expansion are forecasted to be 162 pounds per day,
compared to the SCAQMD threshold of significance of 55 pounds per day for NOx.

Cumulative Local Air Quality Impacts

As documented in the air quality analysis for the Musick Jail Expansion ["Air Quality
Assessment for Musick Jail Expansion,”by Mestre Greve Associates, August 16, 1996) the
project has no potential for directly generating local air impacts. The traffic associated with
the project is very low and wil not contribute significantly to the pollutant burden on the
nearby roadways. The central plant, kitchen facility and laundry facility will not generate
significant levels of emissions of local concern and will be regulated by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District SCAQGMD).

280 Newport Center Drive * Suite230 *» Newport Beacrh CA * 92660
Voice: (949) 760-0891 * Fax: (949) 760-192x5
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The environmental analysis for the El Toro Community ReusePlan ("Orange County ER
563" or "the Reuse EIR") showed that the project has the potential for generating local air
impacts near the ends of the airport runways and at a few isolated intersections. Of the 10
intersections assessed for the Reuse EIR with respect to carbon monoxide emissions, only
one intersection (.e., Bake Parkway and Trabuco Road) was forecasted to exceed the
federal ambient air quality standards by the year 2020. (EIR 563 Table 4-72.) The 8-hour
concentration forecasted in the Reuse EIRwas 6.2 ppm for the No Project condition and 9.0
ppm with the Reuse Plan. (The federal ambient air quality standard for 8-hour CO is 9.0
ppm.) The jail facility could add an additional 0.08 ppm to this concentration which would
be considered insignificant. The SCAQMD's "CEQA Handbook" identifies the significance
threshold for CO concentrations to be 0.45 ppm f{for the 8-hour standard). The 0.08
increase is well balow the SCAGMD significance threshold.

Cumulative Regional Air Quality Impacts

The South Coast Air Basin includes Los Angeles, Orange and the non-desert
portions of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Mountains bound the air basin on the
north, east and south. The prevailing onshore ocean breezes stop pollutants from traveling
to the west. During most of the year a strong inversionlayer at around 3,000 feet above
sea level stops pollutants from traveling any higher, acting like a lid on a pot. The fact that
we livein a "pot” which so effectively traps air pollutants is the single greatest reason that
this air basin has the worst air quality in the nation. The number of peopleliving here, the
number of industries, the dependence on the automobile all contribute to the problem; but
without the mountains and the strong inversion our air pollution problems would be no
greater than most other urban areas in this nation.

Thermal currents below 3,000 feet provide vertical mixing within the "pot" that
comprises the air basin. The ocean driven air flow provides horizonial mixing. The air
pollutants that are released in Orange County are. mixed with those released in Los
Angeles, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, and all affect the final concentrations of

ozone, nifrogen oxides and particulates that the residents of Orange County eventually
breathe.

There are no good analytical tools to defermine theimpact of a singleproject or even
a group of projects on the concentrations of regional air pollutants. There is no
supportable technique for defermining what effect the pounds of pollutants that a project
or projects will generate will have on the concentrations of regional pollutants that we
eventually breathe.

The regional air quality of the South Coast Air Basin has improved substantially over
the last 20 years despite theincrease in people living here. The Air Quality Management
Plan ["AQMP") has been the guiding document for the battle to improve the regional air
quality. The AQMP contains forecasts of population, employment, travel and housing, as
well as projections of air pollution and the measures necessary to achieve the air quality
standards as dictated by State and Federal law. The AQMP projects a continued
improvement in air quality in future years.
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The determination of a project's impact on the regional air quality is gauged by its
consistency with the AQGMP. If a project will result inmore air pollutants being released into
the basin than is projected in the AQMP, then the basin may not attain its air goals, and the
project is considered to have a significantimpact on regional air quality. If a project results
in a level of emissions that is the same or lower than those contained in the AQMP,then the
air quality levels will continue to improve. That is, the future case with project will result in

. regional air quality that isbetter than the existing air quality when the project has emissions

consistent or below those forecasted in the. AQGMP..

The South Coast Air Quality Management District ("SCAQMD") and the Southern
California Association of Governments ("'SCAG") have the task to periodically estimatethe
pollutant emissions released and forecasted to bereleased in the air basin as part of the
planning for the AGMP.. The existing regional emissions are derived from the data
containedin the "Final 1994 Air Quality Management Plan"(September 1994). Table 3-2A of
the AQMP presents a summary of the inventory for year 1990, and Table 3-5A presents
similar data for year 1996. This data was interpolated to derive the existing regional
emissions presented in the table below.

Likewise, the AQGMP contains the only comprehensive forecast of emissions for future
years. The data contained inthe portion of the fable entitled, "Future Regional Emissions
Consistent with AQMP" comes from Tables 4-15, 4-16 and 4-17 of the AQMP. These tables
contained in the AQGMP representforecasts for theyear 2010. The 2010 forecasts represent
the most chronologically distant forecasts available for theregion. This analysis conducted
for this project assumes that the level of emissions forecasted for year 2010 would be the
same for year 2020. The emissions listed are roughly those needed for the air basin to
come into compliance with the federal ambient air quality standards. Further reductions
would not be necessary, whileincreases above these levels could resultin not achievingthe
federal air standards, and would require further measures to assure that the 2010 forecast
levels are maintained. Therefore, the assumption that the basin would maintain the 2010
levels to the year 2020 is reasonable. '

The AQMPis used as the starting point for the assessment of cumulative impacts.
Two scenarios are considered in Table 1. The first scenario assumes that a commercial
airport is constructed and operated at El Toro with approximately 38 million air passenger
["MAP") pursuant to the approved Community Reuse Plan [i.e., Alternative A). Under the first
scenario, the increase due to the jail expansion project is added to the resulting regional
emissions. The second scenario shown on Table 1, the “No Development” scenario,
assumes that nothing will be constructed or operated on the El Toro military base site.
Again, the increase in emissions due to the jail expansionis then added to background
emissions.

As to the first scenario, the AQMP forecasts mades by SCAG and the SCAGMD
assumed that El Toro would stillbe operating as a military air base for the forecast years.
Because the military aircraft operations associated with El Toro would be relocated to air
stations outside of the South Coast Air Basin, the emissions associated with these military
aircraft operations were subtracted from the AGMP future regional emissions. Analyses
conducted by SCAG and P&D Aviation for the El Toro Reuse Plan ER indicate that operating
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El Toro as a commercial airport would not change the regional totals for commercial
operations. In fact, SCAG forecasts assume that the commercial operations would occur
with or without an El Toro commercial airport. That is, El Toro as a commercial airport
would act toredistribute operations from other airports within the air basin as opposed to
generafing new flights. Therefore, no adjustment is made in the regional forecast for
commercial aircraft operations for any of the project alternatives. As to motor vehicle
emissions, Table 1 shows a decrease in motor vehicle emissions, since passengers wil
have to travel a shorter distance to reach the El Toro commercial airport.  Finally, the
emissions associated with the jail expansion are added to obtain the regional total.

Under this second scenario, the “No Development” case, the El Toro military aircraft
operations would still be relocated outside of the South Coast Air Basin, and therefore, the
emissions associated with these military aircraft operafions were subtracted from the
AQMP future regional emissions. This scenario would have no effect on the commercial
aircraft” operations in the air basin, and, therefore, no adjustments were made in this
category. Motor vehicleemissions for the no development scenario would d ecrease due to
the removal of vehicular travel associated with the El Toro military operations, and these
emissions, therefore, are subtracted. Each of these adjustments are then combined to

obtain the regional forecast for the no development scenario. The jail expansion emissions
are then added to obtain the total regional emissions.

As can be seen in Table 1, the regional emissions for all future scenarios are
anticipated to decrease substantially over the 25-year span. Cleaner motor vehidles,
implementation of adopted air regulations and additional control measures containedin the
AQMP resultin the future year emissions to be substantially lower than existing conditions.
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Table1l
Cumulative Regional Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
Source co HC NOx Part. SOx
Existing (Year 1995) Regional Emissions
Total Emissions 10,622,000 2,290,000 2,178,000 1,774,000 218,000
Future (Year 2020) Regional Emissions Consistent With AQMP
(AQMP Assumes Continued Operations of El Toro as a Military Base)
Total Emissions _ 3,514,000 626,000 580,000 1,502,000 108,000
Reuse Pl;m With Commercial Airport (2020) Plus Jail Expansion
Decrease due to Military Aircraft Ops. 4581 -645 -943 -64 -16
Increase/Decrease due to Commercial Aircraft Ops. 0 0 0 0 0
Decrease due to Motor Vehicle Emissions -22 -3 -6 -1 -1
Increase due to Jail Expansion 356 49 162 23 17
Year 2020 Regional Emissions 3,509,753 625401 579,213 1,501,958 108,000
Consistent with AQMP? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No Development at the El Toro Base (2020) Plus Jail Expansion
Decs ase due to Military Aircraft Ops. -1581 -645 -943 -64 -16
Increase/Decrease due to Commercial Aircraft Ops. 0 0 0 0 0
Decrease due to Motor Vehicle Emissions -1511 -157 479 -120 -52
Increase due to Jail Expansion 356 49 162 23 17
Year 2020 Regional Emissions 3,503,661 624,599 577,791 1,501,774 107,932
Consistent with AQMP? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

The cumulative totals for both the Reuse Plan Plus Jail scenario and the No
Development Plus Jail scenario are below the AGMP projections. Removal of the military
operations from the air basin resultsin a significantreductionin emissions for the air basin.
The Reuse PlanPlus Jail scenario also reduces motor vehicleemissions slightly, and the No
Development Plus Jail scenario reduces motor vehicleemissions significantly. The reduction
in emissions that would occur under either of the two scenarios more than offsets the
emissions increase due to the jail expansion. Therefore, there will not be any cumulative
regionalimpacts due to the combination of either the El Toro Reuse Plan or No Development
Plan plus the proposed jail expansion.

The analysis in Table 1 uses the AQMP regional emissions projections and the
analysis contained in the Reuse Plan [IR to determine if the cumulative regional emissions
are consistent with the AGMP. This is the correct approach since the AQMP projections
and the Reuse Plan ER confirm that the Reuse Plan will not generate additional commercial
aircraft operations in the region, and will also result in a reduction in motor vehicle
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emissions. However, the legal adequacy of this approach is the subject of on-going
litigationin San Diego Superior Court before the Honorable Judith McConnell (E/ Toro Reuse
Planning Authority, et al. v. Board of Supervisors for the County of Orange, et al,
Consolidated Case No. 710121). Therefore, an alternative approach is provided below.!

The alternative approach, presented in Table 2, assumes that the Reuse Plan will
service 23.3 MAP more than could otherwise be serviced by the region's existing and
planned airport capacity. Under this approach, military operations at El Toro are removed
from the air basin with a corresponding decrease in emissions. Toreflect theincreasein air
passengers, the emissions attributable to-commercial aircraft operations and motor vehicle
emissions are added to the projected AQMP total emissions. Finally, increases in emissions
due fo the jail expansion project are also reflected.

Table 2 - :
Cumulative Regional Emissions Assuming Additional 23.3 MAP (Pounds Per Day)

Source cO HC NOx Part. SOx

Existing (Year 1995) Regional Emissions -
Total Emissions 10,622,000 2,290,000 2,178,000 1,774,000 218,000

Future (Year 2020) Regional Emissions Consistent With AQMP
(AQMP Assumes Continued Operations of El Toro as a Military Base)

Total Emissions 3,514,000 626,000 580,000 1,502,000 108,000
Reuse Plan With Commercial Airport Assuming Additional 23.3 MAP Plus Jail Expansion
Decrease due to Military Aircraft Ops. -4581 -645 -943 -64 -16
Increase due to Commercial Aircraft Ops. 15,278 3,126 9,059 70 246
Increase due to Motor Vehicle Emissions 6,579 684 2,084 521 228
Increase due to Jail Expansion 356 49 162 23 17
Year 2020 Regional Emissions 3,531,632 629,214 590,362 1,502,550 108,475
Consistent with AQMP? No No No No No

As shown in Table 2, using this approach, the cumulative emissions due to a
commercial airport and the jail expansion exceed AQGMP forecasts and result in significant
cumulative regional emissions. The airport operations and related vehicle trips at El Toro
represent the bulk of the emission increases.

1

The County is presently preparing a supplemental analysis to the Reuse Plan EIR which responds
to the San Diego Superior Court rulings in the pending litigation. This supplemental analysis will
include an air quality analysis addressing in further detail the regional air quality impacts associated
with the El Toro Community Reuse Plan. The analysis in this document is based upon the best
information available at the time this analysis was completed.

3

3 3

3 3 3 __3
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Cumulative Mitigation Measures

The impacts directly attributable to the project are limited to an increase in NOx
emissions which cause the project to exceed applicable thresholds of significance. The
mitigation measures already incorporated into the project and recommended by the ER
would reduce NOx emissions generated by the project to the maximum exientpracticable,
but would not be reduced to a level below significant. As to cumulative impacts, under the
approach which assumes that commercial aircraft operations are simply redistributed
throughout the region and motor vehicle emissions are reduce due to the reduction of
vehicletrips associated with the location of an airport El Toro (refer to Table 1), there are no
significant cumulative impacts, the project is consistent with AQMP projections and no
mifigation measures are required.

However, under the alternative approach conducted in relation to the pending
litigation (Table 2}, the cumulative air quality impacts exceed AQMP projections for the air
basin and, therefore, are significant. In terms of mitigation, the consideration of air quality
mitigation measures for airports is an extremely complex subject, one that must address
operational, economic and environmental concerns unique to aviation projects. In light of
the limited impacts directly attributable to the Jail expansionproject, it is beyondthe scope
of this document to design and implement a mitigation program for air quality impacts
which may result with implementation of the El Toro Reuse Plan-- that responsibility lies with
the Reuse Plan. In that regard, the Reuse Plan EIR committed to specific mitigation at the
airport master plan project level. [Refer to FinalReuse PlanEIR, pages 4-332 and 4-333.) A
second tier EIR is being prepared for the airport master plan project, and is scheduled for
circulation inthe summer of 1999. As part of that EIR, a more detail air quality impacts
analysis will be conducted. Whilethe County cannot predict which mitigation measures will
be proposed until that study is completed, all appropriate project-specific air quality
mitigation will be adopted. In addition, in April 1998, the Orange County Board of
Supervisors identified a "proposed project* {Concept "C") and the primary alternative
(Concept "B") which would accommodate in 2020 approximately 24 MAP and 28 MAP,
respectively. This is in comparison to the 38 MAP contemplated in the El Toro Community
Reuse Plan adopted in December 1996 and analyzedin the Reuse PlanEIR. This anticipated
reduction in passenger service levels is expected to have a significant and-approximately
proportional reduction in vehicle and aircraft emissions which would lessen the identfified
cumulative air quality impacts.

If you have any additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
Mestre Greve Associates

/MG&M
Fred Greve, P.E.
Principal
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